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The detetmtnants of job and task performance have been a major topic

of investigatf§pn anong organizationalland social psychologists fqr decades.
1 3 >

‘The literature fram both disciplines suggests that three types of factors

“

. - ' * : * .
influence performance: cognitive, affective, and behavioral. Cognitive

rd

pfdtesses, such. as Y4§ose pqsited by expectancy theoffes of motivaglon,

o

comprise a large proportion of the recent organizational research (Mitchell

-1979). A set of coganitive processes orf%inally developed by social psychol-
; e d . . ~ _

ogists has also received considerable attention by 1n§ustrial/organizational

”
T
1)

i s ¥
psychologis%s-—the attributions that hdve been made for previous performancr
' ‘ / , . " ,' }
(Green & Mitchell, 1979; Mitchell, 1979; Staw, 1975). A set of affec-

? . ’
tive factors that influence fBnformance, particularly general ‘arousal

4 .

and emotiOnal states, ?7Ve also been a topic of empi#ﬁtal study by psychol-
ogists for many years (Malmo, 1959; Taylor, 1956) Organizational psychol~
ogists have ‘concentrated on affective responses related to gpe?ific organi-
zatLonal\rewards (e.g., pay, promotions) and overall job sgtiefahtion

. o

(Landy, 1978; Locke, 1976). Only recently‘has a broader xole of\effect in
. 4 - R : . '

resﬁonse to performance been' explored 1in organizational theories (e.g.,

-
Naylor, Pritchard and Tlgen, 1980). 1In addition to cognitive and affective

o . ’

states, it is.clear that there are also important behavioral antecedents

¢

to effective performance. The amount of effort (time and 1ntensit%) an,

: . ¢ . !
individyal puts into a task is often critical to task success. Finally,
. v
an individual's aﬁiqixy clearly affects performance. - ' e

Two broad theof’Eical fr ameworks have been employed to explain the

“

relationships of ¢hese three general types of factbrs to performance-~~the,
& ' !
. * { >
industrial/organizational approach and-the sbcial Psychological approach.

.
- 1

F
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"factors--attributions and expectancies, affective facgors-task satisfaction

ships in our model have ,been previously investigated using simpie cprréla-

kY

e \
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3

I'4 R t
From both perspectives, similar antecedent cauées. (e.g., efﬁort,.ability)
v ~ . .

are thought to affect subsequent perfd%mance level.’ Alsb, both approagches
. N —e .

-

. » o

have suggested similar hedianing variables (i.e., attributions, emotipnafl
. .

responses) .

,
ek

approaches

3

We have attempted .to integrate

.

in the present study. Our integration of these approaches ylelds a single

oncepts from both
. Q

causal model. The classes of variables in the model <include: cognitive

» S

~ ¢

and general affective responses, and behavioral factons—-prior task perfor-

mance and subsequent effort. While some of the specific causal relation-

-

tion and ANOVA technigques, o&hers have ggt received even cu;sory investiga-
tion. Our goal is to test a gpecific set of p;opos}tions concerning the
L4 .

1ntérre1ationships/2;;ng the cognitive, affective, and behavioral determi-
A . - f

<

7 . . ,
nants of performance. A secondary goal iss to compare the nelative strength |

of tnese determinants within a given context., Five épecific caugal propo-

N v

sitions will be preseifited and tested. .

-

Propositions

Préposit;?nfone‘épegifies the influence of prior performance on s@bse—-

. A A . .

quent attribufions (cf., Snyder, ktephan & Rosenfield, 1978). For ‘some /
. R . - .. —

-
.

L)

time, social psychologists have been interested in. the attributions people *
make for achievement outcomes (e.g.,  Weiner, Erieie, Kukla, Reed,- Rest &

, ) ' . .
Rosenbaum, 1971). Likewise, organizational psycholggists—-—particularly with-

.

be

in the leaderghip afga?'have also found an attributional approach to
> -

vOne common finding in both 11tenéngres 18 that people tend td
, .

attribute positive outcomes to 1internal faétors t;uch as their sgkill.or

effort on the task, whereas they tend to attribute negative

fiyitful.

k]

outcomes to-

13

external factors such as the difficulty of tKe task or bad luck. hise
- 4

.

-

4
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typical pattern 6§/attributions for ach&evement has been labeled egotism

: . A ”v TN

. (Snydef, et al., 1978Yf<%ecause these attributions serve ego enhancing and

- ego defensive functions. . e
' ~
~Proposition 1. Successful performance will lead to, internal attribu-
tions (ability and efforty and unsuccessful performance will lgad to exteét-—
[ * . . . ¢
//nal attributions (task difficulty and luck). /
+ : - .,. 19
€\\ ¢ The ‘second pnopbsitibn examines the causal imﬁ%@t of attributions on
.. expectancies. Expectancy theories of wofk.motivation continue tp dominate
. ’ H -
the organizational 1iteratusf' (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976; Mir&sx 1980;

Mitchell, 1979). These cognitive theories posit that employee mottvatibn

L4

is a function of conscious, rational thgpght processes. Although therd 13
L4 . , L <-
little agreement as to thewbesr ekXpectancy theory, most have the following
. ?

'

2§ore constructs: measures of expectancy and/or instrumentality, the, var

ence of organizational outcomes, effort, satisfaction,_7ﬂd per formance.

. . 4
. . A typical pgedies}on based on this approach is thag individual; will work

0y

e harder and longer when thei perceive that hard work will lead to desirable
: 13

‘ i -

organizagional rewards. The literature providel overall support for expec-
v [ - . kY

caqcy‘models (Mitctrell, 1979). 1In the prgsent study, we will he investiga-

- | . - .
. . ting the anteéezﬁnts of expectancy variables as well as their effects on
. ] \
effort and performance.
. oo,

Recently, Camphell and Pritchard (1976) éuggested,that the attribu~ -~

. ‘ ! L3 ’
—”/// tions individuals make

for their prior performances may be a ,criticai\_

fad/or influencing the development of expectaancies. For instance, e%pec-

-

tancies that effort will lead to success should only be high when a person

. believes that hts/her/ effort and/or ability has contributed to his/her

- »

i .+, prior performances. Correspondingly, when poor performance is attributed .

R
. - ’ N . ’—)
~

. *. . to external factors, expectancies are likely to be low.

-
+
. ) ' X
-
. .
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Proposition 2. Attributions will have an impact on expectancies, with

——
>

¢ . P
internal attributions being associated with high expectarcies. NP

\ o
I

Proposition three specifies three causQ} antecedents of general emo-

» . . -
.

tional responseg¥and task satisfaction--(a) prior performance, /(b) attribu- )

s . s

tions for ] performénce; and (c) expectancies. ~ The ~organizational

% Ve .
liter ature provides evidence that job satisfactionwwil} often result from

\

high performance (Por ter & lLawler, 1968). Consistent with this, social

psychological research’ has also found that® positive emotional reactioms

result from high performance outh\e? (§5ephan & Gollwitzer, 198& Weiner,

Russell & Leiman, 1979). 1In developing the model. we designed-a measure, of

-~

affect that comblnes a‘gene¥alized 1eve1 %f affect associated with feelings

of pleasuneé happiness and we11 being with a construct of affect usualiy
N
) conabptualized as job or task satisfaction. The present conceptualization
.

J—

of affect--a combined measure—-is similar to the construct of affect as’

. .

reloped by Naylor, et ai. (1989). We anehgredicting that the composite

measure of general emotional responses and task patisfagtion will -be influ-
encéd by pr.ior performance. : .
e
Since there 1is wide agreement that job satisfaction is antaffective
.. . N
state that rgsultsffrom the appraisal of one's job é} jfb experiences (Landy,

1978; Locke, 1976), it seems reasonable to predict that a person's satis-

faction with h;:Vher per formance would be influenced by his/her attribu-

tions. The 30cia1 psychﬁiogical 1iterature helps to specify the nature ofs

this relationshig" The results’ of geyeral studies indicate that internal

» i s
—_—

attributions lead to/ more intense emotional reactions tO achievement
+ A N

v

outcomes than do e&ternal attributions (Rt adley,. 1978; Sohn, 1977; Stephgﬂﬁ
) Y 4.. .
Stephan &”ﬁ;rfman, 1981). Thus, after, succeeding on an achievement task

v

people gho make internal attributions for their successes; tend to feel more
. f

J

s

>
& .
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positively than- those wi® make extérnal attribefions. Correspondingly,

people who attribute their failures to internal factors feel worse than

) ig .
thdse who attribute failure to external facpbrs, '.Therefore }{\seemQ’likely

that,E?otional reactions are caused in paft by achlevement attributions.
. ’ P
In addition té being .influenced by prior perfformance and attributions,

\

.a person's affect may be partially determined by expectanciee. The reason-

.

ing behind this prediction is that indiviqus should feel more positively .

‘A - ’ -

Af they be;ijze that their effort- can lead to high performance and’ valued

.

Y o
outcomes (high effort-reward expecghncies). Correspondingly, if 1nd1v1duals

.

have low effort-reward expectancies, this feeling of "lack of control” can

'lead tf negative emoj}ong (ef.k Abramson, Seligman -& Teasdale, 1978).

Therefore, we predict that the expectancy variable QilI be a causal

* antecedent of affect. . »

\ Fl
’

yProposition 3. Affect (1nc1uding general emotioftal reactions and task

’
s

.

satisfaction) is influenced by (a) perfqrmance,-(b) attributions; #nd

;(C),ﬁxpectancies.

r

Proposition four examines the reiationshti}(yetween the preyieugly

A
»
z

discussed cognitive and affective responses and, s«bsequent effort, a behav-~

ioral- fSetor. Although performance is usually considered to be the ulti-

2

mate criterions+in organizational research, it is not ‘the depehdent ~wvari-

I VY '
able which m%gq expectancy models have attempted to explain; primarily

. N

because. afitecedent variables pther ‘than motivation contrfﬁute ‘to task

Instead, the primary dependent variable in expectancy re-

-~ . ]

per formance.

. ~ .
search has been he amount of effort an indivtdual expeénds on 3 task (Camp-

AN —_— .ot

bell & Pritchard, \J1976; Peters,

o

effort-rewizd probabilities) will lead to6~high levels

4
.,

1977). In our model it is S;edicted that

high expectancies
\

4
of, effort; vergely; low expectancies should f¥ad t;\:\Qegseu levél of
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" rewards ‘and satisfaction provided by perforfming af a high level.
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r

- !
effort. We %should:note that the organizatiogfl literature generally sup-

L4
[

'portb the effort-expectancy prediiyion, particularly yith methodological
. . v

1 . -

refinpﬁeq}s charaptéristic of recent studies (Kopelman, 1977; Mitcheil,
1979) . - : ‘ C 3

In our model we are- also predicting that effort will be influenced by

A . ’
lor, et al, 1980), it is reasonable to*predict that

/" A
mance is complex (N

'iT'sétisfaction‘ishdefived from performing well on a tasﬁ,:an individual

will continue to strive to do well in the future (Locke,.;976). As noted
previohsxy, odr mo;el predicts that a person’'s ‘affect will be‘influenced
‘nbyvhis/her performané;. The pred%ctipn that futuré‘effort will be influ-
enced by gast affect assumes th;c the individual continues to desire ;hp

»
v

A third antecedent factor that may influence effort 1is attributions for

prior perforﬁances. To the extent that inte?nal attributipns ;re made for
prior performances, people would be expected to exert more effort on future
tasks. For dinstance, 1if ‘poor performances are attributed to a 1agk of
effort one remedy {is tg put forth more éffort in the fyture.

Proposition 4. 1Increased effort should be the result of (a) positive

-

F

affect, (b) internal attributions, and (c) high expectancies.

The last propasition (5) examines the relatidnships among final perfor;

mance and the previously discussed 'behavioral, affec%}ve and cognitive
’ ’ . ¢

variables. ‘Spécifically, three of .these variabl®ds will be cqnsfdered,

prior perfbvrmance, afféct, and effort. All threewof these predict{onrs are
g ) . o

relatively‘straightforwa;d.\

-

’

We are pre@icfing that' initial level of pgrformance will infduence

final performance. Ve e%pect that prior performance will be a predictor

- .
. ..’ " ‘ 8 ..?_ ..n . .

affect. Afthough tti relationship between ‘task satisfaction and perfor-

ey
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of ter performance to the extent that important stask, organizational,
and personal <{actors remain relatively stable. Becapse an individual's

ability is relatfpvely constant over a short time span, prior performance

f [ 3 ' B
on a task would be expected .tp be highly correlated hirh sﬁbsﬁquen;)perfor-

A
.

<
mance. " ¢
‘ ‘ * ¢

-
2

The model includés an affect-performance link for several. reasons.

An individu§1ws affect may be cauded by, as well as a cause of, performance
. \ 2 N\
(Locke, 1976; Organ, 1§77). The task used in this study requires 21gse

1
cogperation betzgen group megbers. Negative or positive feelings towards

' the task and other gréup members are 1ikély to have an 1nflupnce on working
relatipnships -that -will eventually impact oJ gerformance. . Furthgrmore,
]
it seems reasonable to predict. :hat the qualrf//
,influenéed by their ;ffective statej—peo?le are likely to make bad deci-

y of peoples' performances is

.‘51ons whén angry, frustrated, and unhappy.

-

~

The third and final predictor of performance, effort, reflects one of.

the basic tenets of industrial/organizationdl psychology. That is,'perfor—~

mance is viewed as being a function of ability and motivation (Campbell &

1] , 5

.Pritchard, 1976). Although this is certainly an oversimplification, because

*

many other factors influence performance (e.g:s, role conflict, organiza-
tional coﬁyerségys, etc.), an indiyidual with both the abilt;y‘and motiva-
tion should perform at a high level. A motivated and comnithd individual
is likely to devote eonsiderable effort to an activiry. This effort should

in turn lead -to high performance. ’ >

-

-

Proposition 5. Finél perforﬁance will be impacted directly by (a) the

initial level of performance, (b) affective reactions to this performénce,

.and (c) by the level of effort expended. ’ -~

'3 A}

Ve
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' Performance Model and Data Analysfs Techniques -
¥ . ~ .
The posited causal relationships between the behavioral, affective,

and cognitive variable% are presented as-‘a path model in Figur;;é. Path

&

» Insert Figure 1 about here
N ' .

. , : e
analysis is a technique that employs regression analyses to test the’, -

a

suitability of a given model for understandiag the rélationships among a
J . L . ;
set of variables (Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973). An advantage of path analysis

1s that the underlying procesées by which all of the antecedent variables

‘influence performance can be spec;fied. The technique also allows the
decomposition of tﬁe prpceéées into direct and indirect effects of vari-
ables on one another. -Based bp the previous discussion and propositions,

the predicted model deletes certain 1in&hges found in a fully identified

-

<
model (i.e,, all allowable recursive paths gJre present in a fully identi-

fied model), 1In ,oﬁr model the omisdion of a linkage 1is ’é theoretical
a4 . !

assertion that some intervening mechanism must occur in order for it to

] ’

~

'eventually influence g;:ford;nce. ﬁotice, for example, that attributions

are predicted to 1nflhence performance only indirectly, through their

I
impact on affect aqg effort. , . .

- The predicted mogel was‘tested using path analysis. A theory tiimm%Fg
’ . L

‘techhique (Heise, 1969)-was then employed to delete non-significant paths

from the mo@el. This created a new slimwed down model. Path coefficients

“ 2
¢ &

this trimmed model and .tested for signi-'

»

were ‘'subsequently calculated for
. - ! .
ficance. The trimmed model was £¥en .examined to determihe if the data

A

. - ‘; . .
were con%istent with the theoretical formulation. Two procedures that have

L4
\

been developed for model testing wege uged. ‘The first ﬁechhiquq employed
i

Y

[}
A

o .

e

~
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the newly developed path coeffieients to recreate the origingl correlation

‘matr {¥ (R). The recreatéd correlations were examined fof‘theirA similarity
to the eorigimal or "true” correlation matrix. A second procedu't:'éywas used

. _‘ . . ‘."_4 *
to determigie if the tr}mme‘d model accounted for as much of the .variance

3

. ‘
as- the original model. A large sample chi-square test was used to check
v H - AY

for significant chapges in the amount of variance accounted for (Nie,

Y
»

Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & /Bent, 1975).

5
-~

Methocf ,

¢ . : , :
Sample and Task . : . ) ' /

« . . - -

The subjects in this study were business students (N = 93) at New

Mexico State University who were enrolled in one of five sections of a
‘ ' » A |

. busin@licy class. ~ A major portion of their grades in this clags was

earned by partieipatiné in a management game designed to simulate busifless
X .
decision making. The game required that the students work together in

»

>
small groups (N = 3 or:4) and make a variety of weekly decisions that

affected their company's profits. Specifically, students made 18 operating’

-decisic.m_s (e'.g.,‘ ‘price; of finished goods) and three lag .decisions (e.g.,

plant production,cépac%iéy) for each quarter year.of operations. The game

gn for"’t}:ree years” and therefore required each team-to make 12 sets of
\ L8 o

. <

1] . . .
decisions. The computer simulated the effects of each decision and produ’ced
. »

a printout sﬂowing results, for‘:/eéch team durin.g; the' previous quarter.

~

The game was designed to Z:losely approximate reality. 1In order to do

-
-
(=

. - « -
well, students had to (a) draw on "key" operating equations (e.g-., fini%hed
goodg market share) to make quality operating decisions (e.g., price of

finished goods), (b) decide on the rellative henefit/cost of complying with

. ¢ - - . .
var lous social responsibility coypiderations (e.5., pay for pollution

A

\
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controls or risk a.gostly EPA uit). Just as in the real world, there were

s -
-2

-

. s . .
elements of chance and unce tainty involved n the outcomtes of the game.

v
- &

For instance, the students did not k whether their company would Be
A : 1
' inspected by the Environmental Protection Agency and fined for no%—cqmpli—

ve

\

.

ance. However, it was algo clear ‘that ﬂricing goods too low in order to -

get a larger market share would result in a Poss ‘for the company. _At'thg//

" end of each "quarter,"” students'received information conherning how welE

* “

their .company performed. Although a variety of indicators of perfor-

.

mance was avai ble (net profit, retained e:;nings, finished goods, market

share, and total assets, among others) most of these were highly corre-

-

lated. "Net profit earned byiiﬁE,company was the baslc pérformance heasure

2 ) *

in £his study beeause it was considered .to be the mdst important and.repre-
. . '.‘ s . ( ~ R - '

sentative measure by bath faculty and student§. - 3

.
. ’

-

Measures >
neds =2 N
, Y

Each student éompleted a questionnaire after the midpoint in the ,

»
A)

éimulation game (completion of six sets of decisions with corresponding
feedback). The quéstionnaire asked the studentS\to provide effort/reward
eﬁﬁectancy information and valence (og outcomes) informatlon. The expec-
¢ . ~ «
tancy‘measure\was operationalized for t;o levels of effort (ma$imam and

. 1

minimum) and consisted of six questions. The first was "If you were to

ki 4 -

. \ <
work especially hard, what would. your chances be of getting an excellent
. A r'a .

-

“grade in the simulation gameﬁ" The other,questions were about the chances

+ of obtaining useful knowledge and eQE?&in? the game. fhe second set of

-
-

three items asked about their‘perception‘of the chances ‘of regcejving an
excéllent grade,fobtaining useful knowledge'and enjoying the game if they

. ’ A ~
‘put in:only minimal effort. The response format for all six questions was

domprised:Jf nine-point scales running from “poor"” to "excellent.” The
’ . AN . . .

-

12
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valence of outcomes Wwas assessed by three questi?ns that reflected‘\the
& " A ‘

1mportance of the grade, obtaining ugeful’ knowledge and enjoying the game:

- l - PA - ~ -
Ud
Again,.a nine~point response format was used. In this case, the anchors
] . .. ¢:- “ . .
wer¢ "not important” and,"very impértant.” _,
- -' * " \ . -] ‘-
“The questionnaire allso included four attribution items. and 17 emotional
9 ! ' T * .
‘\\ ’ -
résponse items. The -fOGr 7 attribution items requested that the students

.
A

»

indicate the degree to which each of four factoys had contributed to their
. ] - “ ‘

per formance at the halfway polnt of the game. The four questions concerned

the contributinné o% the internal factors of. ability and effqrt, and-the

external factors of task difficulty and luck (Weiner, et. alf, 1971). The
; t -
a .

resnonse format ran jrom “hindered out team greatly” (-4) to '"helped our”

‘ «

-tean greatly".(%4), (étephan, Rosenfield, & Stephan, 1976). The emotional

response itéms requestedjthat’students’indicate.how their results made them

feel on thg foIlowing dimensions:’ conféhent, happy; hopéful, ashamed,

-

regretful, proud, competent, guilty, anxious, dnd helpless. These‘iiems

[

were set up in a:nine-point sefhantic differential fo;mat. Seven items were
used to assess satisfaction. They referred to enjoyment in wori}ﬁg toge-

» ~ ¢

_ ther, playing the game, using and computing the equations, whether they

o .

had th0ught'of'giving up, tHeir satisfaetioam with their forecasting,deci{"

. . & 5 . ,
sions, whether they were satisfied with their group, and whether the re-

1

wards were worth the effort. A nine-point Likert‘scale was used for the

tesponses. The .performance of th;\"companies" was recorded at the midpoint
' " ¢ a8’ I "" M ’
in the game and againﬁat the end of the game. After the game was completed,

task effort was assessed by asking each student how much time on the aver-

age he/she had * pw[ into each of the weekly decisions. . «

/ L. :
e . -

e

LY
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- EaE Path analysis was used on .the predioted model to .analyze'the determi- Lo
. - ¢ T . [

~
*

nants o'f‘_final per formange on «the game. The fv‘.‘)'l‘iowiwariablesfwere,

entered into the pat:h'anal};sis An the sgq‘uence 'specifie by the ‘predicted - .
N t AR ~

model: performance at the midpoint in the géine, attribugions fer' this 3 =

N
» .- 3 »

-performance3 affect (a compogite of general emotional ‘résponses ‘and task

- [}

satisfaction), the effort/reward expect:ancy gnd the valence of t:l?ese out-

?

t
.

. comes, act:ual effort on the t:ask', and final pe?fcymance on, the éask . Perr- .
. formance at the midpoint was simply the net profits resulting from t:he pre-
ceding decisions‘ on the game. An aé:ribut:ion index was calculated by ad-Y.

ding the absolute value of each subject's attributions to abilit:-y{and

2

ef fort and subtracting the absolute ’values' of the at:t:ribgt:ions to task dif-

: ficulty and luck. This index reflects the deCﬁE\Qo/which internal factors l‘

were eppifasized to a greater degree than e t:ernal factors in accounting )
Pl

for .the subjects' outcomes (St:evens & Jone&syy 1977) The a,\ffect: measure . !
/

. was also a composite index. It was comprised of the 2z scores of the gen-—

eral emptional items combined with the z scores of the more. 'specific emo-
tional responses associated wi‘t:h task lsatisfacti‘on. The expectancymeesure -
. p v{és deweloped 1n a ;nancner.f’sémilar‘ to t:hat:\employed by opelma‘n (1978)_.‘
. . The expectancy index was created by multinlying the three {ralence 1t:em; by

N ' - . e ¥

]
the corresponding expectancy items referring to the effects of maximal

' 3
effort and summing them {ZVEmax). In a similar manner, the three valence
items were multiplfed by the expectancy items referring to minimal effort

.

W and summed-ﬁ( ZVEmig). The latter index (I VEmin) was subtracted fron the
4 , .

former (ILVEmax) to obtain an index reflecting an expectancy for returm

. oneeffort (ROE). The return on effort measure was 1nt:ended to capture the
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cognitive strategy many students. use in deciding what level of effort to

d o put forth in omder t:o\ obtain a Speci_;fic graae.', S ' é
v . The’ bivariate -correlations among the.items are dhown in Table 1. The~
- . . 3 . . [ <
’, ; ‘ e
va””“””’ L : ~ . e
b ,‘~ . - * , N ) v
. % Insert Table 1 about here ‘ ~
o e reliabilities for the.multiple item measures of '*affect:’ and expectancies

:,zere/'.90_/ and”.82 respecti\aeljlr (KR 14).~ Since the attribution n:easure is

g com'fnrised of two ‘distinct indices (int:e_rnaiit:y and externality) each of

‘ which has only tw;) ;t:ems, an 1’;1t:erna1 consistency estimate of rellability
is o;f little val’ue and therefore was not computed.. : ' ‘ «

‘The *significant Eat—h coefficients are presented in Figure 2. There’

-

_ . -~ .
. were eleven paths in the predicted model. The results indicate that nine
A S e ]
, .
= a4 Inser't Figdire 2. about. here

. 't paths were statistically signi¥icant (p < .05).J The “trimmed” or reduced
model was obtained by getéing the nonsignificant paths equal to ze;o%d

renalyzing the data -(Heise, 1975). The path analysis thus provided sub-

“

\ stantial support for 't:he majority of the propositions. Taken together

these variahles accounted for a very respectable 35% ofs the variance ir;

final performance‘ (R = .59). Furthermore, the origina'l cgr_rélation matrix
was cJ‘.osely rep'roducevd" using the new path cgefficients in t:h:e trirﬁmed

model. The amount of variance accounted for in the trimmed model (35%.)

. was not significantly different from that of the pg‘edictéd model (36%.)

é&s predicted in proposition 1, successful performance led to rlore

!

- internal attributions than external attributions. The path coeffic&t

5 : L2

\‘l‘ : ' 15’




L The fourth proposition regarding the causal antecedents of effortewas

" through its 4mpact on attributious.' Attrtﬁqtionyff in turn, influenced
- Vi = . P

. . e ! - .
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from'petformance'to attr tbutions was +20 (p '< .05). The sécond proposition

1 -

¢ -

.examined the relationship between gttrfﬁutions and expectancies. The path
. v :

- N -

goefficient'}rom attribution to expegtancy was .40 (p}& .0l), Note that
N V4
e .. . -
the correlation between initial performance and expectancles was essentially
[ . G

zero ( r = .04). The absence of a ‘path from the performance at midpoint® to

. ~ R @ . “ /7
' the expectdnciés in the predictedpodel was an assertion that there would be
v . * - - £ - -

no direct impact of prior performaﬁde on ‘expectancies; only when attribu- |
- . B ~ &y - .

- €

tions for performancé are considered does succéssful or unsuccessful per-—
f . " . : .
‘formancgs affect the expectancies. Proposition three was also supported.

. - - -

Emotional reactions wérq 1nf1ueq$ed-by:perfofmance at the midpoint (patﬁ ]
coefficient (p.c.) = .35, p < .01), 5} the attributions for that perfor—— ) *

mance' (p.c. = .30, p < .01) and by.éxpectanciéé (p.cs = .21;\b < .05).
. @ i ?

only partia11§ supporgfd. As predicted, effort‘was influenced by the affect’
. . . . -

compasite (p.c. = .25, p < .02). Houbver, the‘anticiéated link from attri-

-
>

butions to effort and expectancy to efifort was nonsignificant (p.c. = .01,
R . P . P -

and .14, p > .05 ns);'u?ossible reésogg for this .will be presented in the

discussion. Loy . 0 ,
o i . .
Finally, ‘proposition Sihag gupported by the analysis. The effects of
per formance at the midpont (pec. = .39; p <:.01), the actual effort in the
. P ° )
game (p.c. = .23, p < .0l)-and affect (p.c. = .21, p < .05) were all signi-

ficant as direct effects on final Performande. . Also as expected, final

N »

pex formance had nu‘%;ﬁﬂg indirect causal factors. One indirect effect on ,«

final performance was the effect éf’prior perfqrmgnce as mediated by‘affeci>

tive*reactidns.é/gyior per formance also had ﬁﬁ’impact on final performance
N P e ]

performénéé indirectly- thfougﬂ' expectancies and affect. Expectancles,
LT ‘ " .
L . A ' . , : :

- .
* P ,
‘ v
t <
4 3
= . 1
.
L.
- N -

-
' N = v 4
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like attributions, had an indirect effect through affect. Finally, affec-

tive reactions which had a direct impact on final performance also had an

‘\..“

indirect impact through effprt.' Thug, performance at midpoint, attribu-

-
L »

tions, expectancies and affective responses all had indirect causal effrcts

-

on final performance.

< .
Several of thé%e‘}ndirect paths seenm noteworthy, although they were

- . ’
not stated directly in propositional form. First, attributions did not
} : . .

.

have a direct effect on performance; but, only an indirect effect through
~ 1Y -
affect. Second, éxpectancies-only had indirect &ffects on future perfor-
{ . . ‘. 2 3 '
mince--an effect mediated by emotional responses and a weak effect through

effort (p.c. bétween expectancy (and effort = .14 n.s.).

y
& Co ‘ Discugsion - ’

~

[
ga\\results of the path analysis provide conglider able support for the

.

&predicted causal “model .outlined 1in Figure 15 The actual (1.e., trimmed)

-

model 1is presenéed in Fighre 2. Taken together, these results yileld a

complex picture of the determinants of performance that inc%ydes cognitive,

~
-

af%ettive, and behavioral factore.

~ -

As predicted‘in propdsition 1, there was a significant relatioudhip ™’

. T \ ~

" between ﬁucomes at the midpoint in the game and the degree to which internal

[y

factors were used tQ explain these outcomes. Thus, in this study, as in so
/. . . * L3
many others, positive outcomes tended to be attributed to internal factors

»

and negative outcomes tended ro be attributezf to external factors (see
Bradley, 1978; Sanyder, et al., 1978 for reviews). These attributioms in.

turn, affected the expectation that effort would lead to wvalued olitcomes
’ Q\ )

(propdéition 2) and the. students' satisfaction anid emotional respgnses to:

'

theiﬁ?prior outcomes (proposition 3).

- -

1 ’ v
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One unique contributipn of our study is that expectancies were found

o

“o be a function of attribuéions. When performance outcomes are attributed

v

to external‘factors there‘is 11t£1e reason for a person to *expect that
. - 0/ '/ ., .

effort will lead to/ valued outcomes. While this is true for both positive

anq_negative outcomes it is\iﬁi:yuch gteater practical significance for

negative ones. TIf failugé/on the job is attributed ‘to the difficulty of

7

. the Jjob, company policieh,\unfairness éfl the superv{sor, or unfavorable
4 * . ¢

* -70 ;‘. ]
working conditioms, the people who fail are unlikely to believe that their
- . X .

. >

'qugfts will result 1n'any'change for the bettér. The consequence will be

a reduction in motivation sinc& people will not expect to obtain valued

.
-

outcomes by putting forth greater effort., We can speculate that the psy-
. ) =

cho1dg1¢a1 processes involved 1in” the attribut}on—expectancy relationship

1

{s similar to, the pre(iéusly found relationship between 1ocus of control

and expectancies (Lied & Pritchard bﬁ576 Sims, Szilagyi &&McKemey, 1976)
. .
Feelings of41ack of cdéntrol over task performance, whether they originate

~

frep/aq’;;zatlvely stable persqpalityl'factor _or from attributions made

p -

L3

.. Al »
after pet formance, are likely to,decrease expectancies.
7
Previous resgarch and theory on expectancies alsd‘suggests that expec-

- @

* - ~
tancies do not influence subsequent perfo irectly, but rather they

P
affect subsegquent effort"ang this influences  performance (Peters, 1977;

»

>

-

Mitchell, 1974). The rebults of “the present study are consistent with the

previous studies in finding that there was no dltect relationship betWeen

expectancies and performance, but they, are discrepant from previous find-
~ '

-

1ngs°in that the relat;onqb;p betweeh expectancies and effort failed to

redch significance (proposiﬁign 4y, It is possibleﬁthat the weakness of
» .

- .
‘the link between expectancies and. effort was due tosthe fact that the

‘students In this study accurately perceived that their own effort’ was only

-

- N i

- . . 18 . - +
R - - AOT

T

‘
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one variable that influenced their outcomes on the game. Because the stu-

h]

N . .

dents were working as a team and competing against other teams, .the quality
1

of their teammates' efforts and the success of the other teams played a

| .ﬁajor role ih fheir own outcomes. As one frustrafed\s nt noted, she
& .

tried hard but the lack of effort: by others in her group led her to believe

that her effort was nullified. In oTP™ations that ark mofin@ividualis—

)
tically oNented than. the one in the present study, it wquld be ticipated

S .
that expectancies would have a greater i{dfluence on effort and thus on

-

subsequent: per formance. ' f\

v

"When the bivariate relationship ‘between expectancies and effort is

.

examined (see Table 1) it can be  seen that it is significant (r =",21,

~ '

p < .05). This ind\i‘cates that in this study the relatibnship between ex~

pegt‘a@cies and effort is'{being mediated by some other) variable in the
LY

model. (‘sn inspection of

-

\i\?i‘gure&Z« reveals that expectancies did have can

indirec‘\./ effect ont effort\ an-effect that was mediated by affect (proposi—
= N J

3 ' . ™~

tions 3 and 4). The mediational role of affedtive respgnses is another

. * v

‘.

S .
o rghhs
~ unique cqntributioh of this'a' study. It suggests

=2
‘at people whose high

ER ]

expectancies are a eraniéd by positive affect the most lilely to

wc;rk hatd 4in ordee to achievf,favorable outcomes . '2ndividuals W feel
good because they perform well, and who perceive that t'he)ﬁ’rave sepe re-

. . r“ M " B
' isponsib‘ility for their performances are likely to work hard.in the future.

‘gﬁ. _1 One of the three predictions in proposition 4 was tha_t,attributio'ns‘
, ‘ * would have an influence on effort.’ Th\is prediction was not supported by the

. . . § . :
data. As ‘with the expectancy factor, attributions on%y had an 'indirect

3

influence on "‘performance, an influence that was mediated by affect.
g _ . c
P ) . /
The 1i between attributions ‘and affect\and prior performance and
/

aﬁfect h'ad be n) predicted on the basig of prevj.ous research indicatidg °

Q . » z. . 7@ . . ,/"’7
L ’ | v 19 \ .
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at high. performances lead to positive affect (Porter & Lawler, 1968; ..
.o . . v
Locke, 1970). and that attribyting high prior performances to 1internal

L]

factors leads to positive affect {Stephan, et al., lﬁSl; Weiner, et al.,
. 5

1978). The former effect was probably due to conditioning; -people tend

to be rewarded for success in their job and punished (reprimanded, termi- N

nated, trdnsferred or“paid poorly) when they perform poorly. Loy(ce (1976)
. N oo . -
has argued that high prgductivity should cause satisfaction when it leads

to the attainment of important job values (success) and rewards (recogni-
. . Q 13

. tion, high pay). Thus it's no surpise to find in the present study that d -

performance is. related to satisfaction because good performance ‘directly -
. 4 ”

led to. important outcomes-—-a good grade and recognition from ,t:ﬁe teacher

and other students. The effect of attributions on affect- is potentially p

- v

more important because it suggests that cognitions determine affect. Thus,

. , i
if people learn to take credit for their performance in j3b settings,\
; \ _ N
they are more likely to feel proud and confident :\han if they attribute | /

their success to external factors. This attributgon—affect vlinl'e/takes on!,‘
e 4 oot -
added significance "when it 1s considered tha# in this study affective
- »

(]

-7 , ° .

responses. had \%ot:h an indirect and a direct effect on subsequent perfor—
Yoo

mance (propositions 4 and 5). )

, a )

« .

The direct effect of affect on performance was probably due to a

.

variety of factors. Since task satisfaction was obtained from high perfor-

i A ! ' .
m,anée (proposition 3) it would be expected that the level of effort/ and ’
. e e
14

work activities woukd be repeated. Presumably, those 1ndiv1duals with the

knowledge and ability t:o:perfprm well at the midpoint cont:‘inued to desire ,

the rewards that were associated with high perfor‘fnance levels. ] Thesge

individualg continued/to work hard (proposition 4) and succeed (proposi-

tion 5). . It alsy seemg probable that students who felt satisfied and

t !
4 e

a
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]
happy at the .midpoint in the game worked more effectively with their team-
‘ ) .
mates duridg the second half of the semester. 1In contrast, students in
poorly -performing groupq‘reportéd that dissatisfaction and negative ‘emo-
) .

tional responses caused bickering and apathy that interfered  wTth fthe
. ' / ’ . ]

per formance of the team.

<

In summary, the present study demoqptrates the interplay of a variegg

" of causal factors that contribute to performaiice outcomes. This causal web
includes the cogrditive factors of expectancies and attributions, the affec-
tive factors of satisfaction and emotional responses and the behavioral

» factors of prior performance and ‘actual effort. The majority of theépropo—

-

-~

sitions outlined in the} introduction were éﬂpported by ohe da a.\\The.most

important findings are as follows. Hiéh performance led " to
Y - . ;
internal attributions whereas low'performances led to ego defenXive exter-

- 4 s,

nal attr{butdons (proposition 1). These attributions had an impdct on

. . ° . & . B
¢’ ewpectancies, with internal aktributions being.associated with high expec—

7

\) tancies (proposition 2). The expectancies, as well as the attributions

° »~ . P

and prfor performance were significant’ predictors of satisfaction” and .

emotio;%l responsii’(proposition,3). However, while satisfaction/emotional

s

. . / ’
responses were related to actual effort, neither attributions nor expectan-

& - . e
Qgies predicted %effort (proposi)‘tion 4) . Ijnswad, hoth attributions and’

«
expectancies iifluenced effort indirectly, with their role being mediated

0

-

by satisfactioﬁ/emOtional responses’ Finally,. subsequent performance was
<

) signifioantly influenced by prior performance,. affectéve responses, and
' » s ' L3 . . §
. , effort (proposition D) ' o >

r

We have cénsidered only a limited number of cognitive, behavioral, and
affective factors that may be relevant to performance. The results juStify

+

b

the conclusiOn that this, approach is & fruitful way. of investigating the -

el

O ' . . . '
. . ., 21 P v .
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, interrelationships of these factors -and understanding the causal ante-
cedents to performance. ' ' '
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Flgure Captions
Figure 1. Predicted path model J
t

’Figure 2. Actual path model
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